Abstract
Introduction
Over the past 20 years, the academic interest in studying the social capital met a huge growth among sociologists, political scientists and economists (Svendsen and Svendsen, 2009) . However, there is not a single consensus definition of social capital, assuming this category sometimes "rain hat" or even "catch-all" (Grootaert and Bastelaer, 2000; Lin et al., 2001) .
The aim of this article was to identify the similarities and differences between European regions concerning the structure, levels and determinants of social capital. The actuality of the topic is related to the growing awareness of the importance of social context and intangible assets in the process of democratic institutional process. The present article was composed of three major sections. First, there was presented the review literature about the historical origins and theoretical approaches to the social capital concept, noting in particular its multidimensional nature, and its main components.
The second section comprised the comparative research on the structure of social capital in the European regions, through the application, first to exploratory factor analysis, and then, in the confirmatory factor analysis. This comparative, consistent and integrated framework constitutes an important step towards to developing the comparative analysis across regions and countries in which social capital concerns. Based on alternative theoretical approaches, the components of social capital will be described alongside structural and cognitive dimensions.
Subsequently, the individual determinants of social capital in European regions will be discussed. Political science is related to the notion that such a complicated concept should be studied in a wider context where social capital accumulates, appears and operates. Thus, although the determinants and sources of social capital are studied mainly at the individual level not considering national level determinants. In this analysis, we assume that "the context makes a difference".
The individual determinants of social capital can be divided into two groups. The first group includes a wide range of psychological and cultural and socio-economic characteristics of individuals, such as personal income and education, family and social status, values and personal experiences, which determine the incentive of individuals to invest in social capital. The second group of social capital determinants includes contextual or systemic factors at the level of the region, such as the overall level of development, democracy's longevity, quality and fairness of formal institutions, human While in Making Democracy Work (1993) he propelled the issue of social capital to the front stage of the social sciences, Putnam also established here, in very simple terms, what was new and original about the concept, its components and how to operationalize them empirically. According to Putnam (1993) , social capital includes 'the features of social organization, such as networks, social norms and trust, that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated action' (Putnam, 1993: 167) .
Social norms and networks 'provide defined rules and sanctions for individual participation in organizations' (Putnam, 1993: 166) , and promote reciprocity and cooperation 'founded on a lively sense of mutual value to the participants of such cooperation, not a general ethic of the unity of all men or an organic view of society' (Putnam, 1993:168) . On the whole, networks and norms provide for such an internal mutual commitment a mechanism that 'rational individuals will transcend collective dilemmas' (Putnam, 1993: 167) .
From here it is easy to conclude that among the structural elements of social capital we find social networks, from where its cognitive and cultural elements are generated. Furthermore, and following Putnam closely, we have three social capital components: 1) social networks; 2) social norms (among which are reciprocity and cooperation norms); and 3) trust. What we will do next is empirically prove the multidimensional nature of social capital. However, we will steer away from Putnam's definition and operationalization a little. In order to do so, we will present social capital's various components in a more deep manner. We will add some components to Putnam's concept, in agreement with our reading of what social capital is in European contemporary societies and with how we will operationalize it.
What does specialized literature teach us?

Social networks individual determinants
In the fifth round of the ESS (2010), the participation in informal social networks is measured by the survey questions that ask people 'How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives or work colleagues?' 'Compared to other people of your age, how often would you say you take part in social activities?' and 'How important do you think it is to be loyal to your friends and devote yourself to people who are close?' The ESS contains two survey questions that can be used to measure the participation in formal social networks. People are asked 'Are you or have you ever been a member of a trade union or similar organization? If yes, is that currently or previously?' and 'during the last 12 months have you participate in an organization or association?
Social and institutional trust individual determinants
Trust and trustworthiness are integral elements of reciprocity. An individual who abides by the norm of reciprocity is trustworthy. The information regarding the trustworthiness of others is an essential input to the reciprocal decision of an individual whether or not to cooperate. As Putnam (2000) puts it, 'I'll do this for you now, without expecting anything immediately in return, and perhaps down the road you or someone else will return the favor (...) A society that relies on generalized trust is more efficient than a distrustful society, for the same reason that money is more efficient than barter' (Putnam, 2000: 134-5 ).
Here we also chose a different measure of generalized trust. We decided to use three survey questions from the ESS and build an index that allowed us to measure it: 1) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can't be too careful in dealing with people? 2) Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they try to be fair? 3) Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they are mostly looking out for themselves? This four-item scale can be considered reliable, with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.860
Concerning institutional trust, we must make a distinction between (1) confidence in institutions on the representation side of the political system (parties and parliaments) and (2) confidence in institutions on the implementation side (government and legal system). The ESS contains questions that can be used to measure these national political institutions. In the questionnaire we can read: please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions I read out. 0 means you do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you have complete trust: 1) [country]'s parliament?, 2) the government; 3) the legal system; and 4) political parties.
Civic norms and political awareness
Social norms often facilitate more predictable or beneficial behaviour patterns of individuals. In fact, it is hard to imagine how interaction and exchange between strangers could take place without norms. According to Putnam, 'reciprocity' is clearly the underpinning norm amongst social norms, which is strongly reflected by the ethics of 'do unto others as you would have them do unto you'. While the direct exchange of 'favors' can be seen as a form of transaction that requires no motivation other than narrow self-interest, the supply of generalized reciprocity is increased by making 'expected behaviour' something required by a social norm. Reciprocity is made up of a series of acts, each of which is altruistic in the short run (benefiting others at a cost to the altruist), but together they usually make every participant better off (Taylor, 1982; quoted in Putnam, 2000: 134) .
The ESS questions we found most fit to measure this component divide into two distinct blocks. The first asks respondents whether they consider it important 'to do what is told and follow rules'; 'to behave properly'; 'to help people for the well-being of others' and 'to understand different people'. In the second block, we tried to measure the respondents' degree of perception regarding political issues, which often contribute to changing social norms that are in effect or, at least, their understanding by society members.
To that purpose, we used an ordinal recurrent question in all surveys and, therefore, also in the ESS: 'Please indicate your degree of interest in politics'. To this we added an index (with Cronbach's above .950) formed by the answers to the following questions: 'On an average weekday, how much of your time watching television is spent watching the news or programmes about politics and current affairs?'; 'On an average weekday, how much of your time listening to the radio is spent listening to the news or programmes about politics and current affairs?' and 'On an average weekday, how much time do you spend reading about politics and current affairs in the newspapers?'
Social cohesion and sense of community individual determinants
Although Putnam (1993 Putnam ( , 2000 does not refer to it explicitly in his work, we consider social cohesion to be a cultural aspect intrinsic to the concept of social capital today. We find different definitions of a multicultural society in existent literature on the subject. One points to the existence of distinct ethnic communities, generated by voluntary or forced immigration and marked by differences in terms of language and/or religion and/or customs. Therefore, even European societies that were seen as non-multicultural now are, due to recent massive immigration.
The phenomenon of immigration is perhaps the greatest challenge. Today more than five percent of the resident EU population is non-EU Member State nationals. Multiculturalism is present in almost all the countries of the EU. Therefore, since societies of today are increasingly characterized as multicultural societies (Masini, 2011; Myria, 2005) inclusiveness and collective action depend on how they deal with ethnocentrism.
We used the following ESS questions to measure this last component of social capital. We also created a threeitem scale that can be considered reliable (Cronbach's alpha equals .920). The survey questions were: 1) Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]'s economy that people from other countries come to live here? 2) Would you say that [country]'s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming from other countries to live here? 3) Is [country] made a worse or better place to live by people coming from other countries to live here?
Research Propositions and Empirical Analysis
Now that we laid out the structural and cultural/cognitive components of social capital, there are still some needful considerations before presenting the propositions for empirical analysis. The first group of propositions will be set up to identify the components and structure of social capital in European regions.
The basic assumption in this first group is that social capital is theoretically a multidimensional concept and not empirically a dependent variable resulting from an index or a scale but a stable and a multifaceted construct, i.e., the relative importance of alternative social capital components may differ by European regions with different overall economic and political development levels. Thus, the following proposition is exploratory in nature and suggests that:
P1a: The components of social capital are similar and unchangeable in European regions. Based on empirical evidence, several scholars have pointed out that the levels of social capital in European regions are very different, especially amongst those that comprise transition countries, where levels are lower than in regions that include non-transition countries (Paldam and Svendsen, 2002) . We will test this statement on the broad basis of social capital's components. Therefore, it could be expected that the data from the ESS also confirm the following proposition:
P1b: Although social capital structure is the same in European regions, its levels may differ both diachronically and synchronically.
The second group of propositions concerns the possible similarities and differences in the micro-and macro-level determinants of social capital between European regions. Given that social capital consists of separate components, it can be suggested that its sources also differ on these components. There are also some indicators (like civic and political awareness and social cohesion) that were not analysed in previous empirical studies. Thus, the current analysis of the determinants of social capital components is largely exploratory, and no precise proposition can be put forward for all components separately.
As Uslaner (2003) We will now consider the last propositions. Social capital is also influenced by macro-level or contextual factors. Broadening the range of possible determinants is important because individuals do not live in isolation, but are part of a certain culture -so it is very likely that these national cultures have an impact on individual levels of social capital, such as the quality of institutions, income distribution, educational system, and the welfare state (rainmaker effect hypothesis). Given that both micro-level and macro-level factors play a role in determining the levels of social capital, the question arises as to whether it is possible to list these determinants according to their relative importance. Thus, we arrived at the following general propositions:
P2b: The relative importance of micro-and macro-level factors might be different in European regions, in the case of different social capital components.
We used different statistical methods, applicable for cross-national datasets, to test the validity of our propositions in different stages of the research. In the first group, we used a factor analysis with principal components and a confirmatory factor analysis on pooled data in order to obtain latent factors of social capital (P1a). After, we used a descriptive analysis (ANOVA and t-test for mean comparisons) to compare the levels of social capital and time-series analysis to study measurements (equally) spaced over time (P1b).
In the second group we used OLS regression analysis to test the validity of P2a proposition. Finally, we used a multilevel analysis, since the main objective is to demonstrate the influence of social context on individual attitudes. The theoretical and technical requirements of regression multilevel models satisfy this requirement (P2b) In order to test the validity of the multidimensionality of social capital, and before we move on to the statistical analysis, we will summarize the dimensions (or components) and their indicators. According to theoretical literature, its dimensions rather than individual variables could better characterize the concept of social capital. In order to capture all the information from the above 22 individual social capital indicators into smaller number of variables, latent variables were constructed for each selected dimension. To test the empirical validity of the multidimensionality of social capital, an exploratory factor analysis was used. If each of the various dimensions (or components) of social capital captures specific aspects of the concept, the initial indicators chosen to describe a particular dimension or component should load to the same factor.
In order to test the similarities and differences of the social capital structure in European regions, the following analysis is performed on pooled data (N = 38.974). The first-order exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the principal components method with varimax rotation (see Appendix A). To decide the number of factors, first, the Kaiser criterion was used: only the factors with eigenvalue greater than 1 were retained. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant; the KMO test statistic is .0827, which shows that the factor solution is good and stable. Altogether, the extracted seven factors explain 59.84% of the total variance of 22 initial indicators included in the analysis (see Appendix A). The results also show that the indicators of social capital clearly divided into groups describing the predefined first-order components of social capital and every indicator corresponds to the dimension expected, which this indicator was assumed to measure. The factor loadings of indicators in factors, which they were chosen for, range from 5.6% to 12.5%.
The structure of social capital components would be further clarified by second-order factor analysis, using initiallyobtained individual factor scores as inputs. This approach enables the validation of the measurement model of social capital, showing whether empirical data confirms the theoretically-derived structure of social capital, as presented earlier (see Appendix A).
The second-order exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the principal components method with varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization on pooled data. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant and the KMO test statistic is slightly higher at .600, which shows that the factor solution is fair and relatively stable. Altogether, the extracted four factors explain 57.1% of the total variance. All the four factors have a similar variance explained, 14.3%, that shows the equilibrium in the variability the pooled data in second-order exploratory factor analysis (see Appendix A).
in contrast to exploratory factor analysis where all loadings are free to vary, CFA allows for the explicit constraint of certain loadings to be zero. Therefore, to validate definitely the proposition P1a, we had conducted this type of analysis too. As confirmatory analysis gives the factors that can be correlated to each other, these factors are next used as input in the second-order confirmatory factor analysis. This enables the structure and aggregation possibilities of social capital indicators to be further clarified as we can see in Figure 1 on global model of confirmatory analysis. There is convergent validity for all dimensions: the loadings are high (M > 0.500) and significant (p <0.001); and the internal reliability is verified by the composite reliability (higher than 0.7), and the extracted variance is higher than 0.5 for most dimensions. On the other hand, it should be noted that all dimensions show significant correlations, which strengthens the use of first-order factors Finally, that measurements indicate a good fit, according to CFI (CFI > 0.90), RMSEA (RMSEA < 0.08) and NFI (NFI > 0.80), but not according to Chi-square (p < 0.05), this being value affected by the large sample dimension and CFI (CFI < 0.90). At this point, we can conclude by the validity not only theoretical but also empirical evidence of our first proposition (P1a). Yes, the proposition that the concept of social capital is not uniform but multidimensional is empirically valid, and it is in all European regions. What is more, its components are identical in all regions of Europe, i.e., the social capital has a structure or composition unchanging and constant in the European regional context.
Levels and Trends of Social Capital in European Regions
If the structure of the concept of social capital is similar and invariable in these European regions, that does not mean each component does not hold a distinct weight and evolutionary dynamics in different regions. As confirmatory factors draw a clearer distinction between different dimensions of social capital, these factor scores are also a good basis for us to have an idea of social capital levels and trends at the regional level. On the basis of the obtained social capital factors we used an ANOVA statistics to find out the mean differences in social capital components between European regions from 2002 to 2010.
If we take into account each component in 2010, the inter-regional differences are quite obvious: mean scores of social networks are higher in Northern and Western Europe and quite low in Southern and Eastern Europe. There is a statistically significant strengthening of social networks in the scope of civil society only in Northern Europe between 2002 and 2010. In parallel fashion, we observe a declining trend in Western Europe and a certain stability in remaining regions, even if not statistically significant.
The same pattern repeats itself regarding synchronic generalized and institutional social trust. However, diachronically we see a decline of this component in Northern Europe even if it is not statistically significant, unlike in Southern Europe (ß = -.082) and Eastern Europe (ß = -.067). 
Comparison of the determinants of social capital
Individual-level determinants of social capital
Throughout the analysis, the four components or dimensions of social capital -as derived from confirmatory factor analysis -are used as dependent variables in our OLS regression models. The selection of independent variables is based on theoretical considerations and on the availability of respective data in the European Social Survey. The exact descriptions of the selected 21 individual-level indicators used as independent variables in OLS regressions are presented in the Appendix D. These individual-level determinants of social capital are divided into three subsets. Firstly, socio-economic factors like gender, age, education, income, relationship status, size of household, employment status and diversity of country, ethnic minorities or discriminated groups are also included in this subset. Secondly, the following psychological and cultural factors are considered: religion, religiosity, and evaluative thought streams, such as universalism, individualism, hedonism and post-materialism, but also consumption of information through the old and new media. The final subset includes the evaluation that citizens make the performance of political institutions and the country's state of economy.
Full regression results of individual-level determinants of social capital go in two lines. Firstly, the effect of alternative influencing factors is analysed by separate social capital components, which are organised by broader dimensions (second-order factor). Secondly, the results are (re) presented from the viewpoint of influencing factors, focusing on two questions: which of them have the largest (or most widespread) effect on social capital in each European region, and whether the results are in accordance with previous theoretical expectations and empirical work on this subject.
What does the literature teach and the data show us?
Social networks' individual determinants
As regards employment status, the previous empirical findings are somewhat ambiguous. It has been proved that a person facing unemployment has a strong disincentive to participate in social groups, partly on account of the distrust he/she tends to develop towards society. It may admit that being unemployed translates into more limited access to both informal and formal networks, being employed has the opposite influence. The fact of being outside the labour market for a long time already, its explanatory capability in support of citizens to formal and informal social networks takes an explanatory power with a weak statistical significance in the case of Northern Europe (ß = .102) (see Appendix B).
In Northern Europe and Western Europe, education appears as the strongest predictor and statistically positive with regard to the formation of social networks (ß = .041 and ß = 0.46), being still a strong and also positive predictor in the region which includes Britain and Ireland (ß = .034) and also in the case of Southern Europe (ß = .042). As for income, the level of statistical significance is strong and positive only in Eastern Europe (ß = .124), the average being in the Baltic countries (ß = .101) and in Britain and Ireland (ß = .034) (see Appendix B).
On the other hand, Putnam (1993) suggests that high levels of civic engagement are found among older people. The age factor proves to be one of which features a stronger significance level and always in the negative sense, confirming that young people are the least adhere and participate in social networks, or by civic demobilization or opt for other forms of public intervention. Is so in Northern Europe (p = .000), Western Europe (p = .008), in Britain and Ireland (p = .008), but also in the Baltic countries (p = 000).
Concerning gender, previous research has shown that women tend to have significantly lower levels of overall civic participation in social networks (Christoforou, 2005) . The movement of women out of the home and into the paid labour force is probably the most portentous social change of the last half-century. But, with the exception of Northern Europe (B = -.176), the emergence of two-career families might still be the most important single factor to explain that women are less present on social networks than men, as is the case in Western and Central Europe (ß =. 147) and Eastern Europe (ß =. 121).
In Western Europe the fact that being a citizen of the country positively and strongly influences the membership of social networks (ß =. 171), and being a member of a group discriminated against within the country strengthens much training and participation in social networks, notably in Northern Europe (ß =. 328) and Western Europe (ß = .168) and, albeit more moderately, in Eastern Europe (ß =. 171) and Southern Europe (ß =. 334) (see Appendix B).
Social capital has some of its roots in history and related ideology. In general, an ideology -for example, religion and religiosity -can create social capital by forcing its followers to act in the interests of something or someone other than themselves (Knack and Keefer, 1997) . Religiosity or religion attendance in general has been found to have a positive impact on both formal and informal social networks. In our analysis, if the role of religion is statistically significant in the majority European regions (perhaps because it is the Catholic religion), the fact is that religiosity or religion attendance is a strong and positive predictor of social networks, a conclusion which is extensible to Northern Europe (ß =. 101), Western and Central Europe (ß =. 101), Eastern Europe (ß =. 046) and, to a lesser extent, Ireland and Britain (ß = .056).
Given the influence of cultural values under the first component of capital we must underline the negative role in the formation of social networks, both of the individualism and hedonism, marked by the culture of the pursuit of individual success and well-being, as well as the culture of excess, of pleasure, of consumption in almost all European regions (see Appendix B).
With regard to institutional variables, its explanatory capability in the regression model shows above all the importance of reconciling two types of approaches: on the one hand, the approach centred on society, on the other hand, the approach centred on institutions. And why? Because above all with regard to social networking, this is far from being, in many regions, indifferent to the state of the country's economy and, consequently, the performance of the government in functions. In effect, with the exception of the Baltic States, the negative review that citizens make of their country's economic situation and the government's performance in this area of governance have a statistically strong and negative influence on the creation of social networks. It is curious to note that with regard to the policies of the state in the social redistribution expenditure, the more favourable it is evaluating citizens against a restrict social-democratic model welfare state, the less the creation and support of citizens for social networks. It shows that countries/regions that have higher public social spending also have a lower tendency for associations or social activism (Ervasti, 2012) .
Social and institutional trust individual determinants
Social and institutional trust as one of the basic components of social capital has three main positive determinants, which include a reasonable number of regions: people who are more trusting are more educated, make greater personal use of the Internet and are more satisfied with the welfare state's performance. In addition, lower trust is associated with several determinants in some European regions: lower individualism (Eastern Europe and Baltic), hedonism (Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Baltic states, Southern Europe and Northern Europe) and lower support for post-materialist values (Northern, Western and Eastern Europe).
Lower trust also has associates with citizen's negative evaluation of the political and economical performance of government, a reality that extends to almost all -if not all -European regions considered here. Clear enough is also the negative between social and confidence in political institutions and the exposure to the old media (TV). As in the case of the Nordic countries (ß = -.037), in the Baltic countries (ß = -.041), and so much more moderate in Western European countries (ß = -.010).
If we compare them with the positive influence the new media (Internet) has on citizen confidence especially in Northern Europe (ß = .023), in Western and Central Europe ß (= .027) and, in a smaller scale, in England and Ireland (ß = .017). These data would lead us to discuss the role of old and new media, citizen trust in institutions and political actors and towards the debate around the two main theses regarding political communication in existing literature. The first theory arose from the 'video-malaise' theory and focuses on the type of media and the tone of media coverage (Robison, 1976) and the theory of the 'virtuous circle', the type of media and the message (Newton, 1997) .
Contemplating the institutional variables, it is evidently easy to see the negative consequences, statistically strong and negative, that the poor performance of government in economic and political trust has on the social and institutional citizens, which seems to give reason to the analysis of Pippa Norris (2011) on the determinants of the democratic deficit in the contemporaneous democracies reside more on the supply side than on the demand side.
Civic norms and political awareness individual determinants
In almost all European regions, older persons, men, educated and employed people are more civic and attentive to politics. Moreover, people who support the universal and post-materialist values (Northern and Western European countries among other regions are more civic than those supporting individualistic and hedonistic values) (Inglehart 1977 (Inglehart , 1990 Inglehart, 1997; Inglehart and Abramson, 1995; Inglehart and Norris, 2004; Inglehart and Wezel, 2005) .
If we take into account the mass media effect, both old and new have a positive statistical significance effect on this component, as occurs mainly in Western and Central Europe, England and Ireland, but also in Northern Europe. This means there is a complementarity effect in most regions, and not a substitution one (see Appendix B). In other words, this suggests that the Internet helps to increase existing patterns of civic and political awareness (Wellman et al, 2002) .
As institutional variables in the civic and political consciousness concerns we can observe that, in the majority of European regions, the negative evaluation of the performance of government both politically and economically has a negative and statistically strong effect in this dimension of social capital. It should also be stressed that in some European regions citizens' civic conscience tends to be higher, namely where they positively assess public policies related to the Welfare State (national health care, education, social security). This occurs, for example, in Western and Central Europe (ß = .034), Southern Europe (ß = .217) and Eastern Europe (ß = .147).
Sense of social cohesion and community individual determinants
Lastly, let us look at the most important determinants of social cohesion and sense of community in European regions. As we can see Appendix B, the national citizens with a higher level of education, post-materialist and universalistic values tend to have a higher sense of social cohesion and community. This allows individuals to live in a society with a certain consensus and social order. Besides, this trend is transverse and common to all European regions we have analyzed.
It should be noted that social cohesion refers to two broader, intertwined features of society: 1) the absence of latent social conflict -whether in the form of inequalities in income or wealth, racial and ethnic tensions, disparities in political participation, or other forms of polarization; 2) the presence of strong social bonds -measured by levels of trust and norms of output started at (i.e. social capital); the abundance of associations that bridge social divisions ('civil society'; and the presence of institutions of conflict management (e.g. the responsive democracy, an independent judiciary, etc.). Social capital can therefore be seen as forming a subset of social cohesion -a cohesive society is also one that is richly endowed with stocks of social capital (Hooghe, 2007) .
Summing up, generalizing the above results, it can be concluded that different components of social capital have different sources or the same sources but that simply vary statistically direction and magnitude according to the different European regions, so proposition P2a is supported. More specifically, social networks and civic and political awareness (structural aspects of social capital), on the hand, generalized and institutional trust and sense of social cohesion, on the other, are mostly influenced by socio-economic and demographic factors or else by cultural and psychological (cognitive aspects of social capital) depending on the regions at stake. However, there is a caveat to that as follows: institutional variables affect statistically with the same strength and direction almost all components of the social capital in almost all European regions considered in our analysis.
Individual-and macro-level determinants of social capital
The previous analysis of social capital' determinants at the level of individuals is complemented by national-level indicators, in order to find out whether these contextual factors affect the individual amount of social capital. Selection of national-level indicators is based mostly on theoretical considerations, but also on previous empirical studies in order to ensure the comparability of the results, and on the availability of reliable data for the countries of interest. In the following analysis, national-level determinants of social capital are divided into two groups. The first set of independent variables includes the democratic consolidation (years after the establishment of the democratic regime in the country) and the analysis of the Corruption Perceptions Index (proxy for institutional government quality) (see Appendix C).
Second, indicators related to the overall development level of a country, which are measured directly at the national level, are included in the analysis. These indicators comprise GDP per capita (measuring the overall wealth), the Gini index (measuring the income inequality), human capital (including education and health sub-indices from HDI), and a composite factor named 'communication', which measures the spread of modern communication tools (telephones, mobiles and the Internet) and is often referred to as the globalization indicator in the literature (see Appendix C).
When comparing the goodness of fit of the individual-level social capital models, which include different sets of determinants (see the values of adjusted R2), the following conclusions can be drawn about the interplay of individual and national determinants. Firstly, models, which consider both individual-and national-level determinants, are better than those including only micro-level determinants. Secondly, when comparing the models with only micro-level or only national-level determinants, the values of adjusted R2 are mostly higher in the case of the former, indicating the higher importance of individual-level factors as compared to contextual factors.
Among measured national-level variables, the greater the income inequality, the perception of corruption and the difficulty of access to modern communications, the lower the tendency for the creation of social networks in some of the regions of Europe (see Appendix B). Regarding the public expenditure on health and education, corruption appears to be most influential in the formation of social networks. At the national level, it seems that state intervention enables those voluntary organizations to flourish that can be characterized more properly as part of civil society than as alternatives to government social welfare providers.
As regards the second component of social capital, social and institutional trust, the national variables' most influential statistically and positively are the State spending on health and education, the human development index and GDP per capita. Even in respect of cognitive capital, data show that in some regions there is a statistical inversely proportional relationship between the control of corruption, the inequality of income (e.g. Northern Europe) and the longevity of democratic regimes (Western Europe) and trust in other people and in political institutions (see Appendix C).
Both in Western Europe and in Southern Europe, the Human Development Index is a strong national and statistically significant determinant, because the greater the HDI the higher the level of civic and political consciousness of citizens. Just one more determinant deserves equal emphasis here and it is related to the public policies of redistribution in social areas that appear to strengthen also the civility and attention that the citizens give to public affairs.
The sense of social cohesion is statistically strong and positively related to the longevity of the democracy, the Human Development Index, per capita product and to a more or less universalist model welfare state (see Appendix C). In turn, the sense of social cohesion is negatively related to the perception that there is widespread corruption in the country and that the development of modern communications and access to them in the country is far from desirable.
Altogether, these results support both the proposition P2b in that different components of social capital at individual level are influenced differently by proposed macro-level determinants.
Conclusions
According to our theoretical framework, we should bear in mind that different components of social capital may have different determinants and effects. Therefore, a dimensional approach that avoids constructing overly aggregated or additive social capital indexes is preferred. We set up some propositions based on these considerations. We will now review them and their empirical validity based on the results of the empirical analysis we got throughout the article.
P1a: The components of social capital are robust and similar in European regions. The analysis fully supports this proposition. The exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis resulted in similar components in the subsamples (although with a slightly different relative importance in terms of variance explained by separate factors).
This proposition was mostly supported by the comparison of mean component scores belonging to second-order components of social capital by European regions. The gap in social capital levels in favor of Northern, Western and Central Europe was highest in almost all social capital components. This is apparently attributable to the lower development and the lower level of democracy consolidation of other regions, such as Eastern Europe and, to a lesser degree, Southern Europe. Diachronically, the average differences regarding the evolution of each of social capital's component keeps this gap more or less unchanged.
P2a: The individual-level determinants are expected to have different effects (in the direction and magnitude) on social capital components in European regions.
This proposition was confirmed. At the individual level, it is a general idea that networks and civic commitment are mostly influenced by socio-economic and demographic factors (the structural aspect of social capital), while cultural and psychological factors are dominant regarding trust and sense of community (cognitive aspect of social capital). Concerning the effect of national-level determinants on individual-level social capital, pooled regression results also support the claim that dissimilar components are differently influenced by the proposed determinants.
P2b: The relative importance of micro and macro-level factors might be different in European regions, in the case of different social capital components.
The analysis supports this proposition. Regression results showed that the proposed factors -GDP per capita, income inequality, human capital and corruption control -often have dissimilar effects on individual social capital in European regions. It is still interesting to note that the goodness of fit (on the basis of adjusted R 2 ) of the regression models, with different sets of social capital determinants, was compared.
Apparently the models that consider both individual and national-level determinants are better than those who only include micro or national-level determinants. This result occurs in both European region subsamples and in all social capital components. Furthermore, when comparing the models with only micro-level or national-level determinants, the adjusted R 2 values are mostly higher in the former, indicating the higher importance of individual-level factors when compared to contextual factors. The CPI ranks countries/territories based on how corrupt their public sector is perceived to be. It is a composite index, a combination of polls, drawing on corruption-related data collected by a variety of reputable institutions. The CPI reflects the views of observers from around the world, including experts living and working in the countries/territories evaluate. SOURCE: Transparency International. Welfare state's policies
The Welfare State is a "concept of government in which the state plays a key role in the protection and promotion of the economic and social well being of its citizens. It is based on the principles of equality of opportunity, equitable distribution of wealth, and public responsibility for those unable to avail themselves of the minimal provisions for a good life. The general term may cover a variety of economic and social policies. SOURCE: The OECD Social Expenditure Database has been developed in order to serve a growing need for indicators of social policy. It includes reliable and internationally comparable statistics on public and mandatory and voluntary private social expenditure at government level. This database provides a unique tool for monitoring trends in aggregate social expenditure and analysing changes in its composition. The main social policy areas are in this study as follows: health, education, and old age.
SOCIAL AND CULTURAL NATIONAL-LEVEL INDICATORS
Population (millions) SOURCE: OECDstatistics
Urban population (% ) Urban population refers to people living in urban areas as defined by national statistical offices. SOURCE: OECDstatistics
Media (Old and New)
The UIS is developing a new survey on print, broadcast and digital media, which is being pilot tested in a growing number of countries on a yearly basis. This survey focuses on key issues, such as changes in the number of radio and TV channels and newspapers, the concentration of media ownership, and the rise of digital news outlets. SOURCE: Media Statistics Country Profiles (Pilot Survey)
ECONOMIC NATIONAL-LEVEL INDICATORS
GDP per capita
Is the market value of all officially recognized final goods and services produced within a country in a given period of time. GDP per capita is often considered an indicator of a country's. SOURCE: OECDstatistics Real GDP Growth An inflation-adjusted measure that reflects the value of all goods and services produced in a given year, expressed in base-year prices. Often referred to as "constant-price", "inflation-corrected" GDP or "constant dollar GDP". SOURCE: OECDstatistics Unemployment rate Percentage of total workforce, who is unemployed and is looking for a paid job. Unemployment rate is one of the most closely watched statistics because a rising rate is seen as a sign of weakening economy that may call for cut in interest rate. A falling rate, similarly, indicates a growing economy, which is usually accompanied by higher inflation rate and may call for increase in interest rates. SOURCE: OECDstatistics Income inequality (Gini rank) A measurement of the income distribution of a country's residents. This number, which ranges between 0 and 1 and is based on residents' net income, helps define the gap between the rich and the poor, with 0 representing perfect equality and 1 representing perfect inequality. SOURCE: OECDstatistics
